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Germany than to keep up the appearance of activity at Geneva.
Monsieur Paul-Boncour finally agreed that it would be best to post-
pone the meeting of the General Commission for a time,1 but in
deference to French views the representatives of the other Great
Powers agreed that the two committees which had been appointed
by the Bureau on the 11th November, together with the rapporteurs,
should make an attempt to continue their work, in order to keep the
framework of the Disarmament Conference in existence.
After a long meeting between the representatives of Great Britain,
France, Italy, and the United States on the 21st November, it was
announced that the four Powers were in agreement as to the imme-
diate course of action to be pursued. On the following day the result
of their deliberations was communicated to the Bureau by Mr. Hen-
1 An additional motive for postponing the public discussions on dis-
armament was provided by the attitude of Japan in regard to supervision.
At a meeting of the Supervision Committee, when the Russian representative
had urged that supervision must be universally applied, the Japanese delegate
had declared that Japan's special circumstances made it impossible for her
to accept any supervision of her armaments. (Japan had made a similar
reservation when the question of supervision had been discussed at an earlier
stage of the Conference's proceedings.) In the existing state of Japanese-
Russian relations it was to be expected that Japan's refusal to accept super-
vision would imply a similar refusal on the part of the U.S.S.R.; and a system of
supervision which was not to be effective in the U.S.S.R. was obviously not
likely to be acceptable to the majority of European states. The Disarmament
Conference, unfortunately, had never evolved any method of dealing with
difficulties of this kind except that of postponing consideration of the question
at issue in the hope that it might be solved by means of informal negotiations.
In spite of the obstacle presented by the Japanese attitude the Supervision
Committee was able, during the first week of December, to make some progress
in its examination of the question of supervision. A basis for the discussion
was provided by a French memorandum in which revised proposals were put
forward for the periodical inspection of armaments. On the 6th December
the chairman of the committee, Monsieur Bourquin of Belgium, presented
a series of texts, which he had drafted in the light of the previous discussions.
The texts, which followed the French proposals very closely, dealt with the
use by the Permanent Disarmament Commission of information from un-
official sources; the question of the majority which would be required for
decisions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission or its committees,
particularly in connexion with investigations on the spot in the event of a
complaint; the question of periodical investigations; and the constitution and
duties of control committees working on the spot. These texts were not
adopted by the delegates, who merely noted them and referred them to their
Governments; but there appeared to be strong support for the French scheme
as a whole. The French proposals included a recommendation that the private
manufacture of armaments should be controlled by a system of licensing,
and, while many delegates considered that a system of this kind was indispen-
sable, the suggestion did not meet with the approval of Great Britain (whose
opposition had been largely responsible for the withdrawal of the earlier
proposal—which the French continued to prefer—that the private manu-
facture of arms should be abolished).

